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1. Scientific and/or Technical Merit of
the Project

2. Appropriateness of the Proposed
Method or Approach

3. Competency of Applicant’s Personnel
and Adequacy of Proposed
Resources

4. Reasonableness and Appropriateness
of the Proposed Budget.

The evaluation will include program
policy factors such as the relevance of
the proposed research to the terms of
the announcement and an agency’s
programmatic needs. Note, external peer
reviewers are selected with regard to
both their scientific expertise and the
absence of conflict-of-interest issues.
Non-federal reviewers may be used, and
submission of an application constitutes
agreement that this is acceptable to the
investigator(s) and the submitting
institution.

Applications for renewal of ongoing
efforts must include an
‘‘Accomplishments under Previous
Support’’ section, which should not
exceed ten (10) additional double-
spaced pages. The technical portion of
the application should not exceed
twenty-five (25) doubled-spaced pages.
An abstract of less than 200 words must
be included with the application.
Lengthy appendices are discouraged.

Information about the development,
submission of applications, eligibility,
limitations, evaluation, the selection
process, and other policies and
procedures may be found in 10 CFR Part
605, and in the Application Guide for
the Office of Science Financial
Assistance Program. Electronic access to
the Guide and required forms is made
available via the World Wide Web at:
http://www.er.doe.gov/production/
grants/grants.html. On the SC grant face
page, form DOE F 4650.2, in block 15,
also provide the PI’s phone number, fax
number and E-mail address.

Technical information on the ARM
Program is available from the ARM
Program Office at Pacific Northwest
Laboratory, P.O. Box 999, Richland, WA
99352 (telephone (509) 375–6964).

The Catalog of Federal Domestic
Assistance Number for this program is
81.049, and the solicitation control
number is ERFAP 10 CFR Part 605.

Issued in Washington, D.C., on March 16,
1999.

John Rodney Clark,
Associate Director of Science for Resource
Management.
[FR Doc. 99–7064 Filed 3–22–99; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 6450–01–P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Environmental Management Site-
Specific Advisory Board, Monticello
Site

AGENCY: Department of Energy.
ACTION: Notice of open meeting.

SUMMARY: This notice announces a
meeting of the Environmental
Management Site-Specific Advisory
Board (EM SSAB), Monticello. The
Federal Advisory Committee Act (Public
Law 92–463, 86 Stat. 770) requires that
public notice of these meetings be
announced in the Federal Register.

DATE AND TIME: Wednesday, April 21,
1999 7:00 p.m.–9:00 p.m.
ADDRESS: San Juan County Courthouse,
2nd Floor Conference Room, 117 South
Main, Monticello, Utah 84535.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Audrey Berry, Public Affairs Specialist,
Department of Energy Grand Junction
Projects Office, P.O. Box 2567, Grand
Junction, CO, 81502 (970) 248–7727.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Purpose of the Board: The purpose of
the Board is to advise DOE and its
regulators in the areas of environmental
restoration, waste management, and
related activities.

Tentative Agenda: Updates on
repository status; Monticello surface
and groundwater; reports from
subcommittees on local training and
hiring; health and safety, and future
land use.

Public Participation: The meeting is
open to the public. Written statements
may be filed with the Committee either
before or after the meeting. Individuals
who wish to make oral statements
pertaining to agenda items should
contact Audrey Berry’s office at the
address or telephone number listed
above. Requests must be received 5 days
prior to the meeting and reasonable
provision will be made to include the
presentation in the agenda. The
Designated Federal Officer is
empowered to conduct the meeting in a
fashion that will facilitate the orderly
conduct of business. Each individual
wishing to make public comment will
be provided a maximum of 5 minutes to
present their comments at the end of the
meeting.

Minutes: The minutes of this meeting
will be available for public review and
copying at the Freedom of Information
Public Reading Room, 1E–190, Forrestal
Building, 1000 Independence Avenue,
SW, Washington, DC 20585 between
9:00 a.m. and 4 p.m., Monday-Friday,
except Federal holidays. Minutes will
also be available by writing to Audrey

Berry, Department of Energy Grand
Junction Projects Office, P.O. Box 2567,
Grand Junction, CO 81502, or by calling
her at (970) 248–7727.

Issued at Washington, DC on March 17,
1999.

Rachel M. Samuel,
Deputy Advisory Committee Management
Officer.
[FR Doc. 99–7071 Filed 3–22–99; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 6450–01–P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission

[Docket No. ER99–1023–000]

Boston Edison Company; Notice of
Filing

March 17, 1999.

Take Notice that on March 11, 1999,
Boston Edison Company (Edison) of
Boston, Massachusetts, joined and
supported by Monatup Electric
Company (Montaup), tendered for filing
the Fourth Amendment to its FERC
Electric Rate Schedule No. 69. The
Fourth Amendment was executed by
Edison and Montaup for the purpose of
extending the time for Montaup to make
its Closing Payments to Edison in
connection with the sale of Edison’s
Pilgrim nuclear power plant to Entergy
Nuclear Generation Company. Edison
and Montaup request a March 31, 1999,
effective date of the amendment.

Edison states that copies of the filing
have been served on the Massachusetts
and Rhode Island attorney generals and
on the service list compiled in Docket
Nos. EC99–18–000, et al.

Any person desiring to be heard or to
protest such filing should file a motion
to intervene or protest with the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, 888
First Street, NE, Washington, DC 20426,
in accordance with Rules 211 and 214
of the Commission’s Rules of Practice
and Procedure (18 CFR 385.211 and
385.214). All such motions and protests
should be filed on or before March 26,
1999. Protests will be considered by the
Commission to determine the
appropriate action to be taken, but will
not serve to make protestants parties to
the proceedings. Any person wishing to
become a party must file a motion to
intervene. Copies of this filing are on
file with the Commission and are
available for public inspection. This
filing may also be viewed on the
Internet at http://www.ferc.fed.us/
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1 Green Wolf is a dissolved partnership that was
comprised of partners Laurance B. Wolfberg
(Wolfberg) and Robert I. Greenberg (Greenberg).
Wolfberg and Greenberg each held a one-half
interest in the partnership until it was dissolved in
1984 by withdrawal of Greenberg.

2 The total refund claim against Green Wolf
stands at $330,755.13, plus the interest that
continues to accrue on these refund obligations.
Panhandle’s refund claim totals $145,274.28
($52,295.60 in principal and $92,978.68 in interest).
Williams’ refund claim totals $185,479.85
($67,824.06 in principal and $117,655.79 in
interest).

3 Petition at pages 6 and 7. 4 Petition at page 7.

online/rims.htm (call 202–208–2222 for
assistance).
Linwood A. Watson, Jr.,
Acting Secretary.
[FR Doc. 99–6984 Filed 3–22–99; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 6717–01–M

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission

[Docket No. RP98–391–002]

Colorado Interstate Gas Company;
Notice of Tariff Filing

March 17, 1999.

Take notice that on March 11, 1999,
Colorado Interstate Gas Company (CIG),
tendered for filing to become part of its
FERC Gas Tariff, First Revised Volume
No. 1, Substitute Fourth Revised Sheet
No. 176, Substitute Third Revised Sheet
No. 177, Substitute Third Revised Sheet
No. 178, Substitute third Revised Sheet
No. 179 and First Revised Sheet No.
317, to be effective March 5, 1999.

CIG states that tariff sheets are filed in
compliance with the Order issued
February 25, 1999 in Docket No. RP98–
391–000 and 001. This Order approved
CIG’s Swing Service subject to
conditions.

CIG states that copies of this
compliance filing have been served on
CIG’s jurisdictional customers and
public bodies.

Any person desiring to protest this
filing should file a protest with the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
888 First Street, NE., Washington, DC
20426, in accordance with Section
385.211 of the Commission’s Rules and
Regulations. All such protests must be
filed as provided in Section 154.210 of
the Commission’s Regulations. Protests
will be considered by the Commission
in determining the appropriate action to
be taken, but will not serve to make
protestants parties to the proceedings.
Copies of this filing are on file with the
Commission and are available for public
inspection in the Public Reference
Room. This filing may be viewed on the
web at http://www.ferc.fed.us/online/
rims.htm (call 202–208–2222 for
assistance).
Linwood A. Watson, Jr.,
Acting Secretary.
[FR Doc. 99–6988 Filed 3–22–99; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 6717–01–M

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission

[Docket No. SA99–14–000]

Green Wolf Oil Company; Notice of
Petition for Adjustment

March 17, 1999.
Take notice that on February 17, 1999,

Green Wolf Oil Company, (Green
Wolf),1 filed a petition for staff
adjustment in the above-referenced
docket, pursuant to section 502(c) of the
Natural Gas Policy Act of 1978 (NGPA)
and Rules 1101–1117 (18 CFR
385.1101–385.1117) of the
Commission’s Rules of Practice and
Procedure. Green Wolf seeks relief from
paying Kansas ad valorem tax refunds to
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company
(Panhandle) and Williams Gas Pipeline
Central, Inc. (Williams).2 Green Wolf’s
petition is on file with the Commission
and open to public inspection.

Green Wolf asserts that paying the
two pipeline refund claims will cause it
to endure a special hardship, inequity,
and an unfair distribution of burdens.
Green Wolf asserts that all of the assets
from the dissolved partnership are long
gone, and that the remaining assets, i.e.,
the leases in question, do not produce
enough to cover the refund demand.
Green Wolf also points out that six of
the eight wells involved operated at a
loss over most of the period from 1990–
1998. Green Wolf further states that one
of the former partners (Wolfberg) is in
bankruptcy. Therefore, Green Wolf
contends that any refund attributable to
Wolfberg is uncollectible. Green Wolf
also asserts that the action requiring
Green Wolf to make the refunds, i.e., the
Circuit Court of Appeals decision in
Public Service Company of Colorado v.
FERC, 91 F.3d 1478 (D.C. Cir. 1996), is
‘‘entirely illegal and inequitable because
Green Wolf had no notice of the
proceedings beginning in 1983 upon
which the refund demand is based until
well after the ultimate decisions became
final.’’ 3 Green Wolf further contends
that, without notice sufficient to satisfy

due process under 44 U.S.C. §§ 1507
and 1508, neither the Circuit Court of
Appeals nor the FERC has ‘‘in personam
jurisdiction’’ over Green Wolf.4 Green
Wolf also argues that requiring Green
Wolf to pay interest on the refund
principal is wholly inequitable.

In addition, Green Wolf seeks relief
from having to pay the refunds
attributable to: (1) other working interest
owners; (2) royalty interest owners; (3)
pre-October 4, 1983 production; and (4)
certain NGPA section 103(b)(2) wells,
after the deregulation of those wells in
June of 1987. Green Wolf asserts that,
since 1983, the ownership of royalty
interests in the leases has changed
numerous times, that the records for
payment of royalties for the years in
question have been destroyed, and that
the accountant who handled the
partnership records (which includes
those pertaining to payment of royalty
interests) has died. In view of this,
Green Wolf contends that it is now
impossible to ascertain, with any degree
of accuracy, the amount of overpayment
which must be demanded from any of
the royalty interest owners, living or
dead. Therefore, Green Wolf contends
that it cannot be held accountable for
the refunds attributable to the royalty
interest owners.

Green Wolf also contends that the
Commission must permit it to offset its
refund obligations on the Campbell #1
and #2 wells to compensate for
Williams’ underpayment to Green Wolf
on two other wells which, according to
Green Wolf, were entitled to but did not
receive the NGPA section 108 price.

Finally, Green Wolf contends that the
interest associated with Williams’
refund claim should be paid by
Williams, because Green Wolf’s gas
sales contract with Williams held that
Williams would be responsible for
refunding any interest associated with
refunds required by the Federal Power
Commission—the predecessor agency to
the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission. Green Wolf also argues
that Article I, Section 10 of the United
State Constitution as prohibiting ex post
facto laws and laws which impair the
obligations of contracts, and that in
view of this and the common law of
contracts (which permits the parties to
divide burden as they choose) Williams
should be the one held responsible for
paying the interest associated with its
refund claim.

Any person desiring to be heard or to
make any protest with reference to said
petition should on or before 15 days
after the date of publication in the
Federal Register of this notice, file with
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